philip b. payne and paul canart symbols reveal the original ink of the codex. The most obvious examples of the original ink are the few places its scribe inadvertently duplicated a word, 4 phrase 5 or clause. 6 In these cases the reinforcer traced over only one of the duplicates, so the other reveals the original ink. In addition, he did not trace over letters that caused misspellings in his day. For example, he did not trace over the epsilon in * in order to conform to the common spelling in John 12: 47-48 (1370A lines, hereafter l, 33, 34, 39 and 41) . Similarly, he frequently did not trace over the nal of verbs followed immediately by a consonant. For example, only the nal in es t in reveals the faded original ink of the codex in 1 Cor. 7:9 (1466B l 24) and 1 Cor. 15:44 (1475C l 13 and 14) . Surprisingly, the NA 27 does not note several signi cant variants in the original unreinforced text of Vaticanus. 7 Throughout the margins of the Vaticanus NT are approximately 765 pairs of dots resembling a dieresis or umlaut. Examination of various categories of these "umlauts" 8 reveals a prevailing pattern. Almost all umlauts occur next to lines of text which diVer signi cantly from some other NT manuscripts. The frequency of textual variants in these lines is far greater than in lines that have no umlaut. 9 This strongly * The UncialII and SymbolGreekII font used to print this work are available from Linguist's Software, Inc., PO Box 580, Edmonds, tel (425) supports the conclusion that umlauts in the margins of Vaticanus mark textual variants.
Payne identi ed various factors which indicate that umlauts go back to the original hand of the manuscript. 10 Conclusive proof, however, awaited expert analysis of the manuscript to see if there are instances where the ink of an umlaut matches the original ink of the codex. The best proof possible that umlauts date to the original writing of Vaticanus would be the presence of unreinforced umlauts in ink that matches unreinforced text on the same page of the codex. Such cases are best suited to avoid variations between batches of ink and the variable degree of fading on diVerent pages of the codex. Canart, professor of paleography at the Vatican whose analysis of Codex Vaticanus has spanned over four decades, and Payne examined the ink of unreinforced umlauts and compared them to the original ink of the manuscript in order to determine de nitively whether the ink matches.
Direct examination of Vaticanus, rst with the naked eye, then with a magnifying glass, and nally with an internally lighted, 7X magnifying lens 11 con rmed that eleven unreinforced umlauts unambiguously match the original apricot color of unreinforced text on the same page of the codex. In many instances the unreinforced umlaut is within a few centimeters of unreinforced text (e.g. 1356B l 23-24, 1370A l 32-33, 1459C l 39-41, 1466A l 25). In one case the unreinforced umlaut is less than one centimeter from unreinforced text (1475B l 10-11). The bright lighting of the 7X loupe displayed with great clarity the apricot color of these eleven unreinforced umlauts and the matching color of unreinforced text on the same page. These eleven examples are listed in the following table identifying their page, column (A, B, or C), line, and verse reference, followed by locations on that page with unreinforced text. If, as occurs frequently, only a single letter of a word is unreinforced, that letter is noted. Nine 12 of these eleven umlauts mark a location where text is omitted, inserted or replaced in other manuscripts. All of these variants are easily recognizable and aVect the meaning of the text as cited in the following 25 Thus, neither they nor the eleven demonstrably original umlauts are compatible with the conjecture of Curt Niccum, "The Voice of the Manuscripts on the Silence of Women: The External Evidence for 1 Cor 14.34-5," NTS 43 (1997) 245, that "these 'umlauts' postdate the fourteenth century, probably belonging to the sixteenth." It is not likely in any event that a fteenth or sixteenth century scribe would mark as textual variants so many Vaticanus readings that were standard at that time. Nor does Niccum's conjecture explain the umlauts which occur where no known manuscript has a variant. Such occurrences are natural, however, if the original scribe was noting variants in the fourth century. It is also doubtful that someone like Sepulveda, with the scholarly care and observant eye necessary to document textual variants, would not only mark up this very ancient manuscript but would continue to note textual variants even after the change from uncial to the obviously diVerent and later minuscule text. Skeat, "Fifteen Century," 454-465, is surely correct that the minuscule text appended to Vaticanus replaced damaged uncial text. On the rst page of the minuscule text there is an umlaut by its rst column (1519 A l 12 from Heb. 9:18-19), two much smaller, non-horizontal, raised dots of undetermined purpose by its second column (1519 B l 12 from Heb. 10:1) and also a symbol like a square root sign at the beginning of Hebrews chapter 10 (1519 B l 8). Both the umlaut and chapter symbol occur systematically in the preceding uncial text of Vaticanus but only here in the minuscule text. The simplest explanation for this is that, in order to preserve them, a scribe copied both of these symbols from the damaged uncial page into a corresponding position in the rst minuscule page which replaced it. Niccum, "The Voice," 245, objects that if a scribe had copied these symbols from a torn leaf, he also would have copied other original markings such as horizontal bar paragraph markers. Niccum assumes that such bars were on whatever then remained of the damaged uncial page. This is a precarious assumption since there is only one such bar in the previous complete uncial page. Furthermore, the text where the umlaut occurs was the standard reading throughout this period and so would probably not have been marked as a variant reading at that time.
section but are scattered throughout the manuscript. Since there is scholarly consensus that a single scribe wrote almost all of the NT of Vaticanus 23 and since the ink of these umlauts matches that of the original text, it is a reasonable inference that the original scribe penned at least these eleven umlauts.
Evidence for the Originality of Umlauts with Ink Matching Reinforced Text
The ink of most of the umlauts in the Vaticanus NT matches the chocolate-brown ink of the reinforced text, which scholars date between the ninth and the eleventh centuries. 24 It follows that these chocolatebrown umlauts should not be assigned to a date later than the eleventh century. 25 What was the origin of the chocolate-brown umlauts? It is implausible if Codex Vaticanus had only eleven original umlauts that text-critical symbols in codex vaticanus26 1339C with umlauts both before and after line 42, 1459C l 41 and 1499C l 42. Unlike the usual position of umlauts on the exterior side of the farthest right column of the open codex, the umlaut on the interior side of the far right column 1339C is a later scribe would have identi ed their purpose, let alone expanded their use. It is also implausible that a scribe half a millennium later would simply by chance have used the same symbol that the original scribe had used to mark the location of textual variants, especially since it never became conventional after the writing of Vaticanus in the fourth century for scribes to use umlauts for this purpose. Thus, it is far less likely that the reinforcer in the Middle Ages originated these umlauts than that he simply traced over them while reinforcing the rest of the text. It is reasonable to expect that the chocolate-brown umlauts the reinforcer traced, like the text itself and the apricot umlauts that were not reinforced, also date to the original writing of the codex. A small protrusion of the original ink of Vaticanus along the edge of a reinforced umlaut is an ideal con rmation of originality. Canart discovered that the rst dot of the umlaut by the nal line of 1 Cor. 14:33 has a small protrusion toward the left which reveals a color more nearly the apricot of the original text than the chocolate brown of the reinforcement. This strongly supports the presence of an umlaut at this point in the original text. It also reinforces the expectation that the chocolate-brown umlauts in Codex Vaticanus result from the reinforcement of umlauts that date to its original writing. This expectation would be overcome only if in speci c cases suYcient evidence pointed to a later date.
Why didn't the scribe reinforce the eleven umlauts which match the original ink of the codex? It is natural that the scribe who reinforced the manuscript's ink would inadvertently overlook some of the marginal notations outside the normal ow of text. The likelihood of inadvertent omission is, of course, greatest in the case of small notations like these umlauts. Three categories of umlauts were particularly susceptible to inadvertent omission. First, the most faded umlauts (e.g. 1459C l 41, 1466A l 25, 1475B l 11, 1499C l 42) were particularly likely to escape notice. Second, overlooked umlauts at the very end of the sixth column of the open codex were immediately lost from sight when a page was turned. In contrast, the reinforcer might notice and trace over earlier overlooked umlauts at any time until completing all six columns of the open codex. This explains why four out of these eleven apricot umlauts occur at the very end of the sixth column. 26 Third, the reinforcer was more likely to overlook umlauts in sections in a suYciently unconventional location that it was particularly susceptible to being overlooked. 27 of the codex with comparatively little fading (e.g. 1355B l 40, 1356B l 24, 1370A l 32, 1466B l 6, 1468B l 3) since these umlauts do not have the same need for reinforcement and presumably were even less faded in the Middle Ages. Together, these three categories account for nine of these eleven umlauts and con rm the expectation that their lack of reinforcement was inadvertent.
The Signi cance of the Discovery
Since most lines of Vaticanus contain only 15-18 letters of text, an umlaut in the margin was a suYciently speci c notation to permit anyone with access to a manuscript containing that variant to identify it. Manuscripts containing the variants noted by umlauts were probably in the library of the scriptorium where the codex was written, so both the original scribe and others subsequently using the codex there could identify them. Extant textual variants make it possible in many cases to identify the variant that the scribe probably intended to note.
27
These umlauts demonstrate both that the scribe was aware of these variant readings and that he or she 28 regarded them as suYciently important to note. Notation of textual variants should not be surprising since this practice was well established even in Sumerian and Akkadian texts. 29 Origin's Hexapla and Bishop Victor of Capua's Codex Fuldensis also employ symbols which combine dots with other pen strokes to note textual variants.
30
There is a remarkable convergence between the text of Vaticanus and the surviving text of the Bodmer papyri, especially 75 , "copied about the end of the second or the beginning of the third century." 31
